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I still believe as firmly as before 
reading the McCormick bill and argu- 
ments upon it, that the budget bureau 
belongs in the President’s office in 
charge of a person independent of any 
member of the President’s cabinet. 
The only means by which the Secretary 
of the Treasury can be raised above the 
position of competitor with heads of 
other departments, is to clothe him 
with additional powers that would 
really make a new and very powerful 
position out of this cabinet oece; a 
sort of minister of finance. The 
power should be so great as to make 
this position one of the most, if not the 
most, outstanding position in the 
official family of the President and in 
the influence of the administration. 

However, the location of the budget 
bureau can be waived without stultify- 
ing oneself on the whole budget ques- 
tion, providing it can bring together 
those who are more concerned with 
political party prestige in having put 

over the budget, than they are in the 
soundness of any particular theory of 
handling the budget problem. Hence, 
my position is this: I favor at present 
the Good bill, particularly because of 
its location of the budget bureau in the 
President’s office. I am in hearty 
sympathy with the McCormick bill in 
its attempt to make the Secretary of 
the Treasury something greater than 
he is now (at least so I understand is the 
intention of that bill), but the primary 
thing to accomplish is a budget system 
with the intention of guaranteeing a 
Gnancial program and holding someone 
responsible, not only for the program 
in its method of determination, but in 
the results accomplished under it. 
Therefore, if the two groups can waive 
disputed points and arrive at an agree- 
ment so that the country may assure 
itself of a budget system, I feel certain 
the public will support whatever deci- 
sion they may arrive at  with regard 
to the location of the Budget Bureau. 

4. FOR THE GOOD BILL 

R. E. MILES 

Director, Ohio Institute for Public Eficiency 

The real difference between the 
proposals of the McCormick and the 
Good bills, if thoroughly analyzed, 
goes deeper than mere administrative 
convenience. Two fundamental func- 
tions are involved: (1) the recom- 
mendation of governmental policy as 
far as reflected in budgetary proposals 
to be submitted for legislative action; 
(2) administrative supervision over the 
exercise of all functions of the executive 
branch of the government, under 
conditions approved by legislative 
action. 

Discussion has been directed more 
to the former than to the latter. It has 
perhaps not been sufficiently empha- 

sized (1) that both are essential to a 
budget system; (2) that the two func- 
tions are so closely related that they 
can best be exercised through the same 
medium or staff; and (3) that they are 
peculiarly the prerogatives of the chief 
executive as the head of the whole 
executive branch. 

The President can, in my opinion, 
most successhlly perform these func- 
tions, and can on the other hand be 
most successfully held responsible for 
their proper performance, if he is 
provided with an agency independent 
of all the great operating departments, 
completely under his control, and 
under a head who in effect should be 
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a second or third vice-president in 
charge of administrative investigation. 
It may well be maintained that the 
treasury department should be as 
much subject to independent question 
and review as the other .principal 
departments. 

Such a plan of course assumes a 

corresponding organization in the legis- 
lative branch which would prevent the 
latter from being placed at  a disad- 
vantage in its dealings with executive 
proposals, and which would enable the 
legislative branch to exercise its func- 
tions of scrutiny and criticism with 
intelligence and effectiveness. 

5 .  FOR THE GOOD BILL 

GARDINER LATTIMER 
Directm, Public Research Bureau, Toledo 

The trustees of the Commerce club 
went on record as favoring the Good 
bill and as strongly opposing the 
provisions of the McCormick bill. It 
was felt that one of the essential 
features of a satisfactory National 
budget was the centralizing of respon- 
sibility for it in the hands of the only 
person really responsible, viz., the 
President. 

To make the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury responsible for the budgets of 

co-ordinate departments seems to us 
obviously unsound. 

The U. S. Chamber of Commerce 
made a careful study of this question 
and reported as favorable to the Good 
bill though hoping that even this 
might be improved upon in some 
particulars. 

Our trustees approved the report of 
the U. S. Chamber of Commerce upon 
recommendation of the public research 
bureau. 

6. FOR THE GOOD BILL 

HAROLD L. HENDERSON 
Director, Citizens’ Bureau of Municipal Eficiency, Bilwaukee 

My preference is for the Good bill 
rather than for the McCormick bill. I 
realize that neither bill gives us all 
that one would wish in developing a 
real budget system, but these things 
are a matter of evolution and we can 
only hope for the best. At least a 
start is being made. I realize that it 
may be difficult to arouse public 
opinion a year or two hence in order 
to correct some of the very apparent 
defects in the present Good bill. 

In answer to the particular question 
relative to the budget bureau directly 
under the President, I am emphatically 
in favor of it. There may be some 

duplication of records as suggested by 
Mr. Lill in the National Municipal 
Review, but a President would be 
absolutely helpless in preparing a 
budget if he did not have a staff 
directly responsible to him who would 
be primarily interested in informing 
him as to the departmental requests, 
plans for revenue, etc. 

It might be stated that the controller 
general would give the President this 
information. However, the controller 
general would be giving like informa- 
tion to congress and would not be 
primarily interested in the problem 
from the President’s standpoint. The 


